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PER CURI AM
Donovan Ant hony Dawki ns, a native and citizen of Jamai ca,
petitions for review of both an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (“Board”) and the imm gration judge, arguing that his due
process rights were violated when neither court considered his
application for voluntary departure. Dawkins concedes renovability
under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(2) (A (i)(I'l), but contends that the court
di d not properly consider his application for voluntary departure.
We deny the petition.
On May 11, 2005, The REAL ID Act, 119 Stat. § 231 went

into effect, anmending 8 U S C 8§ 1252(a)(2) (2000) to add a
subsection (D) that states in pertinent part:

(D) Judicial review of certain |egal clains

Not hing in subparagraph (B) or (C, or in any other

provi sion of this chapter (other than this section) which

[imts or elimnates judicial review, shall be construed

as precluding review of constitutional <clains or

guestions of |aw raised upon a petition for reviewfiled

wi th an appropriate court of appeals in accordance with

this section.
8 US.C 8§ 1252(a)(2)(D) (2005). Although we have jurisdiction to
consi der Dawkins’ claim we find that it was not properly raised or
pursued before either the immgration judge or the Board. W
therefore find that Dawki ns was not entitled to adjudication on the

i ssue. Accordingly, we deny Dawkins' petition for review W

di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions



are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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